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- Executive Summary

In late 1992, Department of Energy Weapons Production Plant Managers and Design
Laboratory Managers identified a need to reduce review and approval time for NEPA
documents, particularly Entironmentil Assessments (EAs).

As a result of the identified need, a Team composed of DOE Headquarters and
Operations OffIce personnel used a seven-step Process Quality Management
Improvement technique to analyze the DOE EA process and recommend
improvements.

In step 1, establish processmanagement responsibilities,NEPA documentation
owners,customers,andstakeholderswereidentified.

Instep 2, define process and identify customer requirements, the EA
preparation and review process was charted, and time required for preparation and
review was analyzed; it was determined that EAs should be thorough, complete,
objective, legally sufficient, and understandable.

Instep 3, define and establish measures, it was determined that guidance for
NEPA documentation lacked standards for preparers aqd reviewers, leading to
conflicting expectations of what is required. At the time the Team was being formed,

w EH-25 was preparing its Recommendations for Prermring EA and EISS, but more
formal Quality Assurance (QA) guidance is needed.

In step 4,assessconformancetorequirements,areasanalyzed included
conformance of EA preparation to requirements, conformance of preparation and
review cycle time to stakeholder expectations, and chronic problem areas, including
EA quality and review time.

ln step 5, processimprovement opportunities, quality improvement opportunities
that were identified included implementing EH-25’s EA preparation guidance,
improving preparer and reviewer training, identifying ownership, establishing a
formal QA preparation program, developing standing preparation capability,
developing an internal EA scoping process, implementing EA preparation
contracting improvements, and refining the EH Recommendations paper based on
user feedback. Process cycle time reduction opportunities included improving
preparation quality, reducing multiple review, delegating EA approval and FONSI
authority, developing in-house EA preparation capability, and improving
management information and tracking of program review.

Environn?entalAssessmentProcessImprovementTeam Reoort 1



Instep 6, rankhnprovernentopportunitiesand setobjectives,theTeam
ident~ledbutdidnotrankastoimportancethefollowingimprovement
opportunities:

●

●

●

s

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Training in the use of EH-’2S’S guide for the preparation of EAs, EH
Recommendations for Preparing EAs and EISS.

A process for integrating NEPA analysis into program and project planning.

Uniform EA review procedures among Program Offices.

Quality Assurance programs for preparing and reviewing EAs.

Delegation of approvalauthorityforEAs and FONSIS from EH to Program
OfHces and horn Program OfflJ-~s to Operations Offices following establishment
and implementation of intern.. scoping procedures and Quality Assurance
programs.

hnual reviews at which program and project personnel could share EA lessons
learned with NEPA compliance officers.

Audits of Operations Ofllce EA preparation to ensure quality.

Use of contracting process to ensure EA quality and timeliness.

Improved systems for scheduling and tracking EAs.

Clarifying and identifying EA ownership.

Commitment in DOE policy to quality and timely NEPA documentation.

In Step 7, improve process quality, implementation of these recommendations and
other improvement actions would result in higher quality preparation processes and
an overall reduction in the time required for the review, revision, and approval
process. The Team recommends that EH take the lead to implement these
recommendations.

.
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Appendix A DRAFT - January 19, 1994

DOE Example

Quality &surance Plan for the Review of

Environmental Assessment Documents

introduction

NEPA is the federal government’s basic chimer for assuring protection of the
envmonment. Environmental Assessments are NEPA documents that analyze the
environmentalimpactsof proposed actionsandalternativeactionsandaidthe
Department of Energy in planningtheseprojects.The preparationandretiewof
EnvironmentalAssessmentDocumentscantakeseveralmonthstocomplete,therefore
itisessentialtoconsiderqualityassurancerequirementsforthesedocumentsearlym
tieNEPA process.

Note: Hds ample QualityAssuranceProgram PkznjiortheReview ofEnvironrnemal
Assessment DomrnenIs is based on the Kansas City Area Ojice Quality Assurance
Program Plan for the review of EnvironmenraI Assessmeru Documenrs. 7W e.mmpie
quality arsurame program plan is not meant to be adopted as a plan that will be
adequate in all situations for any DOEfwility.OtherDOEfailities wishing to
develop similar qualityassuranceplansmay need[omxi~fi[hisfor [heirsile-specljic
furors.

ThisQuality Assurance Plan defines policy, responsibilities, minimum requirements,
and provides guidance for implementing a comprehensive quality assurance program
for the review of Environmental Assessment Documents at the Department of
Energy’s (facility name).

The process requirements, established in thiS Quality Assurance Plan (QAP), shall be
ad.ied tothereview of the National Environrnenti- Policy Act -A)
E~vironmentaiAssessment(EA)Documents,ascoveredby DOE Order5700.6C,
“Quality ASSU~Cen.

Referenc~

40 CFR 1500-1508, “Council on Environmental Quality National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementation Prcmdures; Appendices”

10 CFR 1021, “Department Of Energy National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Implementing Procedures”

10 CFR 1022, ‘Department Of Energy Compliance with Floodp Wetlands
Environmental Review Requirements”

DOE Order 5440. lE, “National Environmental Policy Act”
DOE Order 5700.6C, “Quality Assurance”
Other internal program drivers as appropriate

u

.

EnvironmentalAssessmentProcessImrwovement Team Reeort
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DRAFT - January 19, 1994

Note:l%efoitow”ngsectionsusethe-U CiLYArea Oflce organizm”onu Khe
example. Each DOE oflce prepan”nga Qdiv Assurance plan WOUti needto
subsnnue its organizationand appropriaterolesand responsibilines in these sections. -

IV. ~tional Roles and Resmms ibilitie~

A. Organization

The organizational smcture for the Kansas City Aea Office E.S&H Branch
can be found in Attachment A.

B. The E&W+ Branch Chief shall be responsible fo~

“ approving the contractor’s Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPP),

“ approving the EA before submittal to the Operations or Program Offices,

“ and updatingthisQAP, asrequired,toincorporateadditionalcustomer
requirementsandexpectadons.

C. The EnvironmentalManagershallberesponsiblefor:

o reviewingtheconfxactor’sQAPP priortoapprovalby theES&H Branch
Chief,

. and reviewing the EA document.

D. The EnvironmentalStaffshallberesponsiblefor:

o providing support to the Environmental Manager for the above stated
responsibilities

Further explanations of these responsibilities are stated in the sections following.

v. tv ~ce fio~ ~
The Environmental Manager shall evaluate the contractor’s Quality Assurance
Program Plan (QAPP) for the %cparadon and Review of Environmental Assessment
Documents to assure that it adequately addresses the technical and environmental
requirements stated in the Section C Ref~ces. An example NEPA Quality
Assurance Program Plan designed to be used as an outline for the preparation of site-
specific NEPA QAPPs is included as Attachment C.

.
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VII.

DRAFT-January 19, 1994

The Operations Quality ASSUmCe (OQA)ManagerShallevd~~ the contractor’s
QAPP to usure compliance with the quality requirements oudird in DOE Order
5700.6C, “Quality Assurance. ”

The ES&H Bmch Chief shall provide approval of the con~ctor’s QAPP, b-
uponinputfromtheEnvironmentalandOQA Managers.

Review of Environmentid Assess ment (EA) Document

The Environment Manager shall review the EA document to =sure that:

The conwtor’sQAPP requirementsarepresentandadequate.

“ The customer’s requirements and expectations are fulffled. This shall be
accomplished by completing the checklists found in Attachment B and by
performing a thorough technical and editorial review. The checklist was
prepared based upon CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1500), DOE NEP.4
Regulations (10 CFR 1021), Albuquerque Field Office NEPA Guidance
Memoranda, EH-25’s “Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental
Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements, ” and other related federal
environmental, safety, and health laws and regulations. ?%e checkli.sris not
meant to subsrin.uefor the original laws, regulations, and guidance. The
checkiist is not meant to replaceprofessional knowledge, and it is not a
subsiitu.tefor thorough technical and editorial rew”ewof the U Documenr.

The OQA Manager shall review the EA package to ensure that the 13&H checklists
are complete and acceptable. Evidence of this will be provided by a signature on the
concurrence ladder of the transmittal memo to the Operations or Program Offices.

The Area Office Counsel shall review the EA package to ensure that the EA is legally
sufficient. Evidence of this will be provided by a signature on the concurrence ladder
of the transmittal memo to the Operations or Program Offices.

The ES&H Branch Chief shall submit the EA documenttotheOperationsorProgram
OfficebaseduponinputfromtheEnvironmentalManager,theOQA Manager,and
theAreaOffkeCounsei.

sessment of Process

An audit schedule is to be set up at the time the need for the preparation of an EA is
defined. This shall include audits applicable to each individual EA.

Environmental Assessment Process Improvement TeamReooti A-3



DRAFT - January 19, 1994

Personnel performing activities shall have the proper qualifications to assure suitable
proficiency and adequate capabilities are achieved. Initial training shall be
accomplished by attendance at a NEPA training course approved by the =&H
Branch Chief. Update training shall be required as needed to maintain competence;
such training shall complement and enhance the content of the initial training. Update
training may be accomplished either on-the-job, attendance at a quarterly NEPA
Compliance Officer Meeting, or other methods as approved by the ES&H Branch
Chief.

—
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Attac~ment A

The Kansas City Area Office
ES&H Branch Organizational Chart

w

Environmental Assessment Process Improvement Team F?enofi
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Area Manager
Area Office Counsel

~.... —

Cktobor 1, 1993

Secretary

I

Environmental Manager

—

—

—

—

I Chief, ES&H Branch

Enutronmontel Ftostorotkm
Program Manager

West. Opu@lons
Program Merqpr

Envlronmontel Englnoot

ProJect Control Offtcer

Industrlsil Health Manager

I ,

— sdoty Speclallst

— Safety Spoclellst

— Sdoty Engineer

— Emergency Preparedness



“Attachment B

Checklist with
Regulatory Requirements

and Customer Expectations

77u?Kan.nzsCity Area ~ce &ve!oped a checklist to be used as
an m-din reviewing EnvironmentalAssessment Documents
prepared for the Kansas City Area Oflce. 7%is checklistisnot
meam lo replace professional knowledge and is not a substitute
for thorough technical and editorial review of the Environmerual
Assessment Document. Only one examplepage k artachedj?om
the Kansas City Area @ice Checklist.

EH-25 h considering developing a comprehensivechecklist that
can be adapted to the nee& of each pam”cularDOE Site.

Environmental Assessment Process Improvement Team Renod A-7



SAMPLE CHECKLIST PAGE DRAFT - December 30, 1993
Page 2 of 18

Statement of Purpose and Need
m

IyaIN”I‘AIARY=l“”I Cornrruxrts

Discussionof Alternatives

IYea

floes (be EA address ● range of remonaMe ●lternatives Ihat
satisfies the agency’apurpose and oeed?

IS a graded ●pproach (sliding scale) used when Merrnining how
many alternatives to identify and tbe depth of ●nalysis?

Is there an explanation of why ●lternatives lhat appear obvious or
have km identified by the public ●re not reasorw“ble?

Are reasonable alternatives outside the DOE’s jurisdiction
Iuidmssed’? I

No

—

-1

NA Adequacy” P* ‘e Comnwnts

(1,2,3)

●A&uuacY IhJinilions: I - FullYMtxAsRequirements 2- Essentially Mcxts Reqtrirernents 3 - lks not nwt ttiluircments II



~ Attachment C

Contractor Example
NEPA Quality hsurance Program Plan

w

Environmental Assessment Process lm~rovementTeam Reoofl
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EXAMPLE NEPA QAPP
SITE NAME

PAGE 1 of 7
Approved by: 12/22/93 –

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) COMPLIANCE PROGRAM
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAM PLAN

1.0

2.0

BACKGROUND

[This section discusses the requirements and applicabilityof NEPA. The
followingisan example of text that could be included in this section. ]

Compliance With NEPA is required for all proposed DOE activities affecting the
qualityof the environment of the United States,itsterritoriesor possessions.
NEPA requiresthe analysisand considerationof environmental impacls in
FederalGovernment decisionmaking. AllDOE activitiesperformed atthe (~
.-e) must be reviewed and evaluated for potentialenvironmental impact,
Preparationand review of NEPA documents can take several months. Itis
essentialto considerNEPA requirementsearly in the planning process because
(1) DOE regulationsrequireit;(2) Itmakes for betterplanning and decision
making, and (3) Itavoids potentialdelays/coststo project.DOE must comply
with the requirementsof NEPA ~efor~ a proposed actionreaches a stage where
significant resources are committed.

(site Name) implementation of this DOE requirement is documented in
Operating Procedure (Listailsiteoperatingand administrativeNEPA procedures
here) and individual internal procedures within the affected organizations. The
development of a Quality Assurance Program will assure continued compliance
wilh NEPA by requiringand evaluatingallcontrolsand documents used to
implement the program.

This QualityAssurance Program Plan isapplicableto allactivitiesperformed in
conjunction with the 1SiteName\ National Environmental Policy Act Compliance

Program. Some requirements, and supplemental requirements may be

delegated to qualified subcontractors, but the Jsite Namel retains responsibiliv
for the delegated functions and activities.

DRIVERS

The DOE has various orders and memoranda which oUtline authorities and
responsibilities within the DOE as Well as requirements for document
preparation. These requirements are illustratedin Figure 1, NEpA
Environmental Assessment Document Hierarchy.

—

.
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EXAMPLE NEPA GAPP
SITE NAME

PAGE 2 of 7

Approved by: 12/22;93

POUCIES AND ! PROGRAM
PROCEDURES i

i DESCRIPTIONS
i
i
i
i

r 1

I
FEDERAL lAW

CEO REGUIAllON !

I

I

DOE NEPA IMPLEMENTATIONAND COMPUANCE ORDERS
DOE OA ORDER

i I 00E EA &EM REOUIR~I I
I ( J
I

I 1
DOE AO QAP FOR PREPARATIONOF Ei4s

1 1
i
i

MANA;m&E!JlrlroucY

(IFAPPUCAELE)

i
i
i
i

I I I
i

r I

(COMPANY NAME) NEPA9APP

~ 1 1
I
I NEPA COMPLIANCE
I PROGRAM OWUMENT
I (IF APPu@BUE)
I 1 4

I 1 1

IMPLEMENTATION
I

MD COMPLIANCE
i
i

PROCEDURES i
L J ,

Figure 1. NEPA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
DOCUMENT HIERARCHY

Environmental Assessment Process Improvement Team ReDort A-11



EXAMPLE NEPA QAPP
SITE NAME

PAGE 3 of 7
Approved by: 12122193 –

The following documents are used to develop and implement the (SiteName)
NEPA Compliance Program. Environmental Assessments (EAs) wiii be
developed utilizing the applicable requirements of these documents. If
additional customer requirements are added, this QAPP will be revised to reflect
the most current requirements.

Natio alFnn vironmental PolicvAct (NEPAI Proaram l)riverS

40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, Council on Environmental ClualityRegulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy
Act

10 CFR 1021, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); Implementing
Procedures and Guidelines Revocation

DOE-HQ, Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments.
and Environmental Impact Statements (May 1991 )

Secretary of Energy Notice (SEN) 15-90, National Environmental Policy Act,
dated February 5, 1990

DOE Order 5440.1 E, National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program

DOE-Field Office NEPA Order or Directive(s)

10 CFR 1022, Compliance With FloodplainlWetlandsEnvironmental Review
Requirements

DOE-Field Office NEPA Guidance Memorandum

(SiteName} NEPA Management Policy Statement

(site Name) NEPA Operating Procedure (OP)

(siteName) ‘. EPA Administrative Procedure (AP)

(site Nam@ NEPA Internal Procedure(s)

(site Name) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance
Program Document

A-12 “



EXAMPLE NEPA QAPP
SITE NAME

PAGE 4 of 7v
Approved by: 12/22,’93

DOE Order 5700.6C, Quality Assurance

DOE-Area Office,QualityAssurance Program forPreparationof Environmental
Assessments

(site Namq) Quality Assurance Program Plan

(site Name) NEPA Quality Assurance Program Plan

(site Name) Operations Quality Assurance Manual

3.0 GENERAL

[This section provides an overview of managerial and organizational
responsibi~l:lesand commitments. An organizationalchart can be used to’
highlightorganizations with responsibilityforNEPA Compliance. Listed below
isan example of how this section could be structured. ]

The (site Name) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance QAPP
is written to show how the (Site Name) NEPA Compliance Program satisfies the

applicable requiremen~s of DOE Order 5700.6C, Quality Assurance. In order
to clearlydemonstrate thisrelationship,the (siteNam@ NEPA Compliance
Program QAPP is arranged to match the format of DOE Order 5700.6C,
Attachment 1, Quality Assurance Program Implementation Guide.

Through implementation of the (Site Name ) NEPA Compliance Program QAPP,
(site Name) will successfully accomplish the objective of providing and
maintaininga preventionorientedprogram. A proactive,preventativeapproach
to NEPA compliance activitieswillensure deliverablesmeet requirementsand
satisfy00E’s expectations,now and inthe future.

Figure 2 provides the strucwre for organizationshaving responsibilitiesinthe
Js tei Name~ NEPA Compliance Program.

w

Environments/ Assessment Process Improvement Team Renod A-13



EXAMPLE NEPA QAPP
SITE NAME

PAGE 5 of 7
Approved by: 1212Z93

1
I

DISPIAY COMPANY ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
~ INCLUOIE ALL ORGANIZATIOIUS WITH

i
RESPONSIBIUIY FOR NEPA COMPUANCE I

I
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EXAMPLE NEPA QAPP
SITE NAME

PAGE 6 of 7
- Approved by: 12122193

4.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE CRITERIA

Include subsections describingthe aDlicabie aua tv assuIi rance criteriQ in the

areasofmanagement, performance,and assessment as identifiedinDOE Order
5700.6C. Descriptionsof the content of each subsection listedbelow are
included in the OOE Order 5700. 6C, Sectton 9.b. Quality Assurance Criteria.

w

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Program

In. this section describe indetail,allorganizationswithinyour site with
responsibilities and authority for NEPA Compliance.

Personnel Training and Qualification

Discuss NEPA training for responsible individuals[program coordinators}
as well as document preparers.

QualityImprovement

Discuss or referto qualitycontrolmeasures used during document
preparationand review.

Documents and Records

Inthissection,includea discussionof the trackingsystem used for
trackingNEPA documentation.

Work Processes

Discuss processes for document initiation and review. Refer to specific
procedures for detail.

Design

This criteria may not be applicable based on individual site NEPA
implementation. Refer to DOE Order 5700.6C fordetaileddescription.

Environme;ta/ Assessment Process /morovement Team Reoort A915



EXAMPLE NEPA QAPP
SITE NAME

PAGE 7 of 7
Approved by: 12/22193 –

4.7

4.8

4.9

inspection and Acceptance Testing

This criteria may not be applicable based on individual site
NEPA implementation. Refer to DOE Order 5700.6C for detailed
description.

Management Assessment

Include a discussion of internal asses ~ments performed by
individuals/organizations responsible tor program compliance.

Independence Assessment

Includea discussionof assessments performed by
individuals/organizations(internalor external)who are ~
respor,siblefor program compliance.

—
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APPENDIX B

DOE Internal Scoping of Environmental Assessments

This paper discusses an approach for conducting informal internal scoping for DOE

Environmental Assessments (EA). In order to improve the quality of first drafts of DOE

EAS and increase the involvement and understanding of the DOE program managers,

several groups within DOE and the EA preparer must have a common understanding of

the EA process and the expected content of the document. Internal scoping should

promote that understanding. DOE internal scoping should occur early in the project

development cycle, when sufficient information about the basic parameters is available to

permit discussion of the issues. This activity should be viewed inthefirststepinthe

processof preparationof the EA. It may occur at the point where the management and

operating (M&O) contractor or other project proponent has decided to recommend to

.DOE that an EA would be the appropriate level of NEPA documentation but has not

started writing the EA Internal DOE scoping should be initiated by the DOE EA
w

owner. The purpose of the internal scoping process is to determine issues and

alternatives that need to be evaluated in an EA and the depth of analysis required.

Scoping may occur in one or a few meetings, or through an exchange of memoranda if

the project is very straight forward.

Internal DOE scoping would not replace the need or desire for public input through

either a public EA scoping process or involvement of stakeholder or other interested

groups. Internal scoping would still be beneficial to get more interdisciplinary input and

obtain DOE concurrence on the proposed scope and level of analysis before the

proposal is presented to external groups.

b January14, 1994

Environmental Assessment Process Improvement Team Reood a-1



~inz theEA

Internal scoping should occur when a concept is first defined as a proposal and can be

meaningfully evaluated. It may occur before the DOE EA determinationifthe

determinationmay be controversial or if a better DOE understanding of the proposal

would be beneficial. Scoping is intended to be an informal exchange of information to

ensure the best product and a common understanding of the task. The participants

should include the contractor project/design engineer and program manager, the DOE

program/project manager, a contractor environmental/NEPA specialist. the field

counsel, the DOE field NEPA Compliance Officer (NCO) or field NEPA Point of

Contact, and other environmental specialists as appropriate, Depending on the

complexity, the degree of public concern or technical controversy regarding an actio~ the

DOE-HQ program manager and NCO, EH-25 and GC-11 may need to be involved.

The firstpartof the discussion should center on the purpose and need for the action so

that the scope of the proposal and the reasonable alternatives may be identified and

agreed upon. The description of the proposed action should include all project

requirements for construction and operation, i.e. utilities, office space, number of

workers, land area required, transpotiation requirements, any other related or connected

actions necessary to allow the project to proceed, and any schedule requirements or

development of a schedule, see Appendix D. It should also be determined if other

existing or ongoing NEPA reviews related to the action could be used for tiering or

referencing and whether and how any public participation activities should occur. Public

participation could include EA scoping (either a published notice that an EA is being

prepared and that DOE would accept comments or an announcement of a public

meeting), or public review and comment on a pre-approval EA or a proposed FONSI.

hy public involvement issues or needs should be raised. The postulated environmental

impacts and the potential significance of the impacts should be discussed to the extent

that they are known. This information should be of a depth appropriate for making a
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NEPA deterrninatio~ preparing a project schedule consistent with the NEPA process,

w and beginningtheEA.

~h of Ana lvsis in the EA

Internal DOE scoping should include a discussion of the depth of analysis of impacts

from implementing the proposal and where the proposal fits on the “sliding scale of

significance” (see “Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments

and Environmental Impact Statements”, U.S. DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May

1993). The scoping group also needs to review the potential impacts, the significance of

the impacts, and the level of public concern over particular impacts, i.e. air, surface

water, groundwater, wetlands. The types of analysis to be conducted for the E~

including any field data that must be collected, computer modeling to be performed, and

accident scenarios to be evaluated should be discussed. It may also be appropriate for

the document preparers and people doing the modeling to communicate their

information needs to the project engineers during this meeting to make sure that
w

information is available early enough in the process. The HQ program manager and

NCO, EH-25, and possibly GC, may wish to participate in this part of the discussion,

again depending on the complexity of the proposal. Since this information is not

expected to be available in detail at this point in the evaluatio~ the scoping session(s)

should be used to identify areas that need analysis and to discuss the depth of analysis

that would be appropriate based on the preliminary information available and the sliding

scale approach to NEPA analysis. The purpose of having a variety of disciplines and

interested parties together at the meeting is to ensure that there are as few surprises

during the anaiysis and EA preparation as possible.

Products of DOE Internal Scoping

This process should result in a record of participants involved and decisions reached, as

well as any non-consensus opinions. The decisions should include the scope of the
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analysis (to include purpose and need, and proposed action), a list of alternatives to be

evaluated, the depth of analysis required for the potential environmental impacts, public –

involvement to be pursued, any schedules developed, and NEpA analyses from which to

tier or to reference, when appropriate. This information should then be givento[heEA

preparersastheirscope of work from DOE. It should also be maintained in project files

to refresh corporate memories as the analysisprogresses. The record may include target

schedules and designated contacts or reviewers. iftheanalysisrevealsnew ormore

significantimpactsthandescribedthedirectionmay needtobe modified.

Factors Influenc irw Select on of Stopi inp Part iciDa~

As discussed above, the amount of resources invested in the internal scoping of an EA

should be proportional to the complexity, environmental impact and degree of existing or

potential public concern and technical controversy of the action. Some issues to consider

when developing the list of participants are: public controversy, range of environmental

issues, complexity of the proposed action itself, proposed actions closely related to

actions normally req~iring an EIS, proposed actions related to ongoing NEPA reviews,

proposed actions. with schedules defined by milestones in negotiated agreements with

regulatory agencies, or proposals with perceived or potential severe safety hazards. As

the complexity/controversy increases, the level of interest by HQ programs, EH-25 and

GC increases, and their involvement early in the EA process should be considered.

Whilescoping prior to a determination may not benefit from EH or GC involvement

and would probably not be considered a part of their role in the NEPA process, the HQ

program office, including the NCO, should be involved in controversial determinations.

EH-25 and GC should be considered for involvement in the discussions related to where

the proposal fits on the sliding scale of significance. The HQ program office and NCO

may choose to discuss the proposal with EH and GC to determine whether they should

be involved.
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ConclusiW

The end result of the internal scoping process should benefit and strengthen the DOE

NEPA reviewprocess by leading to a common understanding early in the review cycle

among all team members of what the EA analysis will include. This, in turn, should

facilitate and expedite review and approval of the EA when the analyses are completed.
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